slope gradient and distance thresholds for SSS. Otherwise, the presence
and abundance of existing landslides and headwall swale landforms,
which is a function of geologic conditions and natural landscape
variability, will determine the use of the Plan’s conservation measures.

Response to Comment S5-103

The Services considered, but rejected, the suggestion to require forensic
analysis. The measures contained in the Plan are sufficient to qualify for
approval. The Services do not believe it necessary to require forensic
analysis following such an event. The Plan contains adequate provisions
to address any uncertainty as to causation.
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Response to Comment S55-104

AHCP/CCAA Appendix F1, sections F1.2.1.4, F1.2.1.5, and
F1.2.1.6 present a discussion of the relative effects of different
silvicultural systems on slope stability. These sections also discuss
and tabulate for comparison the results of various studies of the
effects of tree harvesting on slope stability in various geologic
settings.

Response to Comment S5-105

Due to the complexity of geologic conditions and processes in the
Plan Area, it is not practical to test the stated assumptions for
hillslope evaluation prior to Plan implementation. These
assumptions, as well as existing research, will be tested through
the 20 year Mass Wasting Assessment (MWA) (AHCP/CCAA
Section 6.2.5.3.4). The MWA will be conducted as described in
AHCP/CCAA Appendix D.3.5. In addition, there are provisions in
the Plan to make adjustments to the SSS conservation measures
within the first 7 years and after the first 15 years of the Plan as
necessary through the SSS delineation study (AHCP/CCAA
Appendix D.3.3), the SSS Assessment (AHCP/CCAA Appendix
D.3.4) and adaptive management (AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.6,
6.3.6) within the limits of the AMRA.

Response to Comment S5-106

The specific concerns of the comment are addressed
correspondingly by the following numbered items.

1) Differentiating MWPZs by geology type may be accomplished

35-103

35-104

35-105

35-108

35-107

35-108

ilip’c remnm:t-:nq that Simpson conduct forensic a.na]ysis on known failures at this
time and use this data to develop meaningful prescriptions that prevent
catastrophic failures and aquatic habitat destruction.

77. Page 6-74. The HCP discusses slope stability measures and states that, “measures

78,

79,

80.

8

b

focus on silvicultural prescriptions.” However, a review of the hillslope stability
anal}flms does not reveal any summary of silvicultural prescriptions and the relative
magnitide of their impact on slope stability. Further, the hillslope stability analysis
d_uc§ not include any comparison of historical impacts by different types of
silviculture to different types of geology, slope magnitude, or other slope factors.

Pages 6-74 and 6-75. These pages include discussion of four specific assumptions
bu_t doln_cl mention or propose any type of testing to validate any of the assumptions.
It iz critical that these assumptions be tested, because they are proposed to provide
the foundation for hillslope evaluation and, uitimately, for prescription development.

_Pages 6-75 through 6-91 summarize mass wasting prescription zones,
mipim_ne:_ntation. monitoring and assessment, identification-gradient-distance, and
prescriptions. Based on our review of this summarized information, we believe that
th_e summary 1s currently incomplete because it does not acknowledge the need to: I}
differentiate by geology type, 2) develop landslide inventories for all HPAs, 3)
dm:elorp basemaps of adequate scale to ensure that hillslope features are not lost
during use of SHALSTAB, and 4) use landslide population sizes that are
representative of cach geology and landslide type within each HPA. Further, the
HCP proposes to use the volume of sediment delivery from clearcut areas as,tl'tt.
bas_elmc against which future delivery will be assessed, and suggests reducing
delivery by 70% from this bascline. This is nonsense. The baseline against which
wg;l;nt related landslide sediment delivery should be measured is background.
e oes not se identification s i
g propose any of or comparison to background rates in

Pages 6-75 through 6-91. The HCP text indicates that the volume of sediment
qcli\renr was estimated from direct field observations, but does not include any
information as to whether zone of depletion measurements, zone of accumulation
measurement or other appropriate criteria were used, Therefore, there is currently no
way to verify the methodology(ies) used or the volumes reported,

- Pages 6-75 through 6-91. Figure 6-3 (Cumulative landslide delivery vs. slope

gradient) and Figure 6-4 (Cumulative landslide delivery volume versus headscarp

slope distance) indicate that highly variable population sets were used to generate the

gﬁphs It i_s not clear whether any of the population sets are actually representative of
conditions in any HPA, so it is impossible to know how reliable these graphs actually
are. We also have concerns regarding statements made in the text accompanying the
gra_phs. For example, the text states, “In the Smith River HPA Group, 80% of the
ddnvmgd sediment volume came from slopes that were 70%, gradient or steeper.”
According to Figure 6-3,this is correct. However, the graph also indicates that 90% of
the delivered sediment came from slopes with a gradient of approximately 67% or

Simpson AHCP Comments 2



over time through the SSS Assessment, as described in
AHCP/CCAA Appendix D.3.4. Accomplishing this will necessarily
require years of work, which does not lend itself to the selected
approach of using initial default prescriptions until more appropriate
watershed- or site-specific prescriptions can be developed. Also,
results from the property wide MWA may render meaningful data
that might someday be used to better delineate MWPZs by geology

type;

2.) Preliminary landslide inventories will be developed for all HPAs
within the first seven years after Plan implementation, as described
in AHCP/CCAA Appendix D.3.5;

3.) Green Diamond currently uses a 10-meter DEM provided by the
USGS for its base map construction and intends to improve this
resolution over time;

4.) Landslide populations from different geology types in the different
HPAs will be evaluated as part of the SSS Assessment described in
Appendix D.3.4.

Because of the difficulties in establishing background sedimentation
rates, the Plan is expected to result in a 70 percent reduction in
landslide-related sediment delivery from SMZs compared to comparable
clear cut areas. An alternative is offered in AHCP/CCAA Appendix
D.3.4 and Section 6.3.2.3 of a 30 percent increase in landslide-related
sediment delivery compared to comparable areas of advanced second
growth as a standard of comparison for the SSS effectiveness
evaluation. Also see Master Response 16 regarding the 70 percent
effectiveness goal for SSS conservation measures.

Response to Comment S5-107

The Services are not aware of, and the comment does not provide, any
basis to question the methodology(ies) used or the volumes reported for
sediment delivery. For the purposes of analysis, the Services and Green
Diamond agreed to certain basic presumptions during the development
of the Plan, and review work that would occur in the future under the
Plan is expected either to affirm the use of these prescriptions or be used

to modify them within the limits of the AMRA. However, the Plan
provides an additional layer of regulation that supplements all other
applicable laws, and does not excuse Green Diamond from compliance
with other laws and regulations. Additional measures may be necessary
on a THP-by-THP basis to protect natural resources and water quality.

Response to Comment S5-108

AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.2.3.1 describes that the initial field inventory
of SSS landslides was directed to those areas where aerial photographs
revealed a relatively high concentration of failures. On this basis, the
Services believe it is reasonable to assume that these areas are a
conservative representation of the conditions in the various pilot
watersheds. For that reason, the Services believe that the initial default
prescriptions are appropriate. With respect to why an 80 percent
cumulative landslide delivery volume versus crown distance is an
adequate threshold compared to a 90 percent threshold, the slope
stability conservation measures must be evaluated in the context of the
Operating Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) as a
whole. The Plan focuses primarily on reduction in delivery of road-
related sediment and recruitment of LWD to Plan Area aquatic
resources to minimize effects on the covered species and their habitats.
The relative sediment contribution from different management sources
for the pilot watersheds under pre-Plan and projected post-Plan
conditions is presented in AHCP/CCAA Appendix F3, Tables F3-3, F3-
4, F3-5, and F3-8. See responses to Comments S2-19 and S5-77.
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Response to Comment S5-109 53-108
It is the Service’s understanding that seismic modeling and [
guantitative hillslope stability modeling is presently beyond the
standard of practice for forest management, as discussed in
response to Comment S5-101. Therefore, quantitative modeling of 85-109

the effects of seismicity on slope stability is also beyond the
standard of practice for forest management. Currently these tools
are beyond the standard of practice for practical reasons related to
the high level of difficulty, cost, time, unacceptable site
disturbance in sensitive areas, and questionable reliability of
results that can be expected in the forested Franciscan complex
terrain of the Plan Area. For these reasons, the Services believe
that seismic modeling is not required here. However, if the
standards of practice change during the term of the Permits, any
RG reviewing forest management activities in the Plan Area will
be expected to meet such standards as necessary to address
applicable laws and regulations.

steeper. This would appear to indicate that a further 10% of the total potential
volume of sediment delivery could be retained by avoiding slopes ranging between
67% and 70%. This seems to be warranted in order to meet the stated poal of
minimizing sediment delivery from management-related hillzlope sources. This
seems to be the case in other HPAs, as well, based on the information presented in
Figures 6-3 and 6-4.

82. Page 6-181. The HCP text discusses the effect that earthquakes may have on

hillslope stability and states that, “In the forested environment, earthquakes of
magnitude & or less on the Richter scale produce little, if any, visible change, and
apparently no significant impact to wildlife or fishery habitat.™ The text also
indicates that “there are no data to document that this occurred in the Plan Area.” It is
unclear how former statement can be made in light of the lack of any data. Clearly,
different magnitudes of seismic activity will have different effects across the
landseape. With regard to slope stability evaluation, it is possible and warranted to
quantitatively include seismic triggering events to protect downslope receptors.

Simpson AHCF Comments 23



Letter - S5
Page 26

Table 1. Summary of background hillslope data and landslide/water quality issues

HFPA ™ [Topography | Primary Landslide Froblematic Landslide/Water |
Landslide Inventory | Geslogy Types ' Quality Issues
Types : :

Bmith River  Highly variable, Shallow and decp published dataWeak serpentine, d management affects
relutively steep lides Bnd maps available, pnconsolidated  khallow landalide activity -
rid sharp ot all areas rnd delivery and may aleg”

__lin coastal plain dezper landslid
Coastal | y Vari ow debris Mo knewn publ uk l:rpmrm, ificant sediment |
K lamath gteep and sharp Elides and debris  Jandslide maps delivery to watercourses
fault zomes Land management affects
islide activity.

Bl Creek [Steep Termain | [Assume Shallow Fipecific dat on oliated Mmanagement aifects |
debris slides and :mdsbd:n are phi t landslide activity
pebris flows Fault zones pnd delivery. -

Intesiar Mane provided  [Assume Shallow ificdataon  Pvind [Land management affects

B larmath gebris slides and  landslides are Gehist, shallow landslide activity
Hebris flows knavailable Fault zones and delivery.

Redwood — [Steep lerrain,  Shallow and deep Publiched data and [ncaherent Uni, , AnagEment aitects

Creek Unstable dandslides mapa available, ow shear strength, hallow landslide activity
hillslopes mast known of all  gmeconsolidated mnd delivery and may also

HP Az gands, melange  |affect deeper landslides,
Fault zones
Coastal doderately allow and decp Preliminary lange, schist, management atfects
Lagoon Eleep andalices lnventory unconsofidaied  ghallow landslide activity
deposits, tnd delivery and may also
Eu Fault zones affect deeper Iﬂmlshdm.
tle River Moderateto _[Shallaw and deep imimary elange, schist, affects |
high relief landslides Inventory Istone, un- hallow tandslide activity
hillslopes lid hd delivery and may also
Heposits, Faolt  pifect deeper landslides.
pones
ad River Fbeq:nd Shallew and decp Fublished data and Pefangs, Wildcat Lh management aficcis |
landelides mags available Giroup, Fault zanes shallow landslide activity
Lwﬂi lowlands pnd delivery and may also
31 . y pffect deeper kandsli
orth Fork  [Sieep and and decp [Fublished data and” Mclange, highly management affects |
Mad River  prountainous ides Friaps available Erodibile materfals, hallow landslide activity
Fault Zones and delivery and may algo
nffect deeper lundskides.

Humbo cll dissected [Shaflow and dep Published data and  Melange, Wildcat manngement

Bay mnd relatively  [landslides mape available phallow landslide activity
ow reliel Fault Zones el delivery and may also

L«u hfect docper landslides. |
River ighly variable [Shaflow and deep ished and Melange, Fault  Land management affects
fwith some sieep ides unpublished data  Fones Ehallow landslide activity
Elope segments pnd maps available and delivery and may also
| affect deeper landslides.
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THE JAHNSIAN STEPS TO GEOLOGIC SAFETY:
THE ENGINEERING GEOLOGIC APPROACH

William F. Cale

Ted M. Sayre
William R. Couon

William Cotton and Associates

330 Village

Lane

L;us Gatos, Califomia 35030

Introduction

"No.man-made struciure that is coupled with the
ground can be regarded as enticely free from physical
hazard and rizk." This by the late Dick Jahns,
renowned engineering *geologist and distinguished
proftssor at Caltech, Penn Stats and Stanford, is
especially true of hillside terrain in seismically active
nglmhssmwths“mb:f“%hld War II, such hillside
ferrain of expanding development
throughout the coastal ramges of California. These
kwmm:mlmem_gmhﬁmmﬂ
m@mwmmummmw&mﬂum
'u;msﬁﬂﬁﬂmm' with a hazand to & wlerable

procedures, analytical iques and data
umhmbm&!dmmmmmﬂhwa
mndmgednginmdmginmmpuﬂummplﬁni:m
hazard evalustions. Unformnately, many developments
mnﬁnnsnhﬂmdbymmmsmmuhl
problems that could bave, and should bave, been
mmdmdrﬁﬁmpﬁczwﬁwmtmm

A lack of thorough and accurate enginsering gealogic
and geotechnical enginearing input during the initial
qumﬂwmpﬁmw&hm:
significant factor in their failures, Ground failures
somerimes result in Gillions of dollars of propery damage
ind severs emotional distress that accompanies the loss of
a hame, devalved property or, in exureme cases, loss of
life. Cﬂcmﬁﬂofmhmmﬂﬂhu.pﬂﬂomﬂ
either for research, peer review or forensic purposes,
frequently involve cxaminstion of previous geolopic
investigations that have not accurately predicied the
ground failure or consequences of the failure.. The
consulants who have condocted these “postmonem”
Mmmmmw;hmumurmt
rqmwmﬁwnmﬂmmmm
comributing 1o ground failures than consulants withgut
this experience,

As reviewers of ent appli::linn; for 12

" communities in the San Francisco Bay area, we are

continually confronted by the shorsightedness and
incompletness of many engineering geologic repore that
present very little understanding aof gealogic hazards. The
mast common deficicncies we come across in the repons
we review arc the result of incompetence or
irresponsibility on the part of the investigator(s).

Part of the incompetence problem is thar the field
invesrigative tasks are sometimes poorly planned and
delegaled 1o staff without adequate waining in the
completion of thorough engineering geologic
investgatione. Included with this group are somc
geotechnical engineers who do not undefstand gealogic
processes, and therefore do not perceive the need for,
enginecring geologic inpot This improper approach is
use geologists who also are not qualified o conduct

h engineeting geo ! A

A smaller groop of consultants perform their work in
an irresponsible manner. Included with this groop are
investigators who are aware of a hazard, but oy 10
downplay its significance without fully investigating the
potential problem. In some cases, consnlnts deliberaely
perform a low-cost, limited scope of work, knowing that
the reviewers will require additional stodies at greater cost
1o their clients. 'We have seen some consultants choose 1o
perform a limited geotechnical engineering sindy,
knowing that the work would be insufficiens, not up 1o
the standard of care, and likely 1o be rejecied by the city's
revigwers a3 being inadequate. Later, using the reviewers'
rejection as a lever, the consultant can then persuade his or
her client 1o fond a full engincering geologic
nvestigation. This normally has 1w be followed up with

T ettewer

]

\
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nmdmniulmgina:in;md;hﬁmimu
discovered daring the geoiogic investigation! -

today than they were in the lats 19603 and 1970s, after
great sirides had been achieved in recognition and
characterization of hillside hazards. Jahns (1974) made the
following Stalement in reference 10 reports submitted w
LmMthom:y&rmﬁmdlningMuﬂydﬂsnf

geologic. review:  "Nearfy half of the reporzr had been .

Slbmhdhmplcwﬁ.&lmtewmmdamm
geology w%mmhmingmh,m«fﬂuw
q‘mahmwmﬂaﬁ;ﬁdmm&wmw
presented no more that generalired. information rather
crudely abstracied from the published record. Lissie more

geologic and reports we review annually, it is
apparent that some consultants are nol aware that
h:nm-d:ﬁnedmaﬁnd'nfmnﬁmn; i

Sanford Universiry during his tenure from the mid-1960s
o the early 1980s. This forum provides a good
ummqmm.ummgmhﬁmorm
four “essential” sieps of a engineering geologic
mmnm,xmmumlmdmmm“n.

The Jahnsign Investigative Steps

The engineering geologic approach conmins the
following four basic steps
1. Recognition m.’ local geologic conditions and
gealogic hazards:

mecognition of any
2. Characterization of the Ipcal conditions and
bazande;

3. Anﬂmu:uﬁhsrhkpmedbyuhmms:
ad

4. Mitigation of the hazard 50 that the subject
Property can be safely psed.

To cur thinkin, . thes four steps are both logical and
necessary. Fn'lh:mﬂu.ﬁm;;;p;mmhewfm;
Proper sequence: one cannot assess the risk posed
lhaznﬂmﬁllhcﬂhﬁtﬁﬁnafﬂmhamﬂmﬁlﬂy

424

understood, Similarly, a hazard cannl be accurarely
characierized unless the presence of the harard has b
recognized.

whether any significant geologic features have. be
Furm:lﬂ:rrmpped. Sﬁnal:n;muuil‘.iﬂpnm;:dﬂ._ P
own.set of gealogic maps and, in some cases, i
hmdmm.mdnmmmwﬁdulwullhof:ﬁ:
mmhelpuinvmmiummmlr
become familiar with local geologic  conditions.
F:u;nndy.uhwfmnd'lh:lhemm}:mﬂ:m
hyrhemumwpmnfhi:iweﬂipﬁm.

ra:-&paciﬁ:mfl:ampphgufmhgm' exposures
and geomarphic featores provide the second task in the
mqﬁﬂldaivdrﬁil:ﬁ:ammplﬂc.uﬂ&ildlp

Performing bath the these two wsks is critical to the
gealogic safety of a project. Without adequate
Wmﬁmﬂmmﬁmsmmmmw
remaining three steps cannot be conducted with suecess,
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Ifnhawdhumthmm:umu.h:mh:

for subsequent analysis and

Step2 . s

Qn:eaha.:ardh:sbunmgnimd,kmqnﬁumm
ﬂuﬂmmrinntdumubw;nmfﬁ:imphyﬁ:aldaaas
ahﬁs&rfmmmmm El:hﬂj_ﬂuf

evalua mmmtjwaﬂymdud:.du
physlnaidmsnm{hugm,wﬁmm&pﬂ:)nfme
ic conditions: en %

earth materials: ground waler conditions; probable modes
of failure; ‘and seismic shaking considerations.
Obviously, deriled surface mapping and subsurface
explaration must be earried out in order to determine these
parameters. £ .

i 'gnnlngi.:mq:ndmnnu‘nmhf
the property. Inldﬂsidemm,munhabmmmrm
substitute for detaleg field mapping and profiling

bY an experienced engineering geologist,
Ulfnm;amy.rhismp is the most common missing
element in an engineering geologic Investigation for

Pnur o nrhsnrfu: exploration, ont or more
g o e o
mm&;‘?ﬁm‘ﬁ’l&‘:ﬂ%
o s the hﬁmﬁﬁmﬁ
the needed da .

'Ihoema}nrnhfe:ﬁmufﬂmmﬁpﬁurum'
program should be: complets characterization of the
material units presen, duemmugn of landslide

426

.1.
i
anplmumymuﬁm;_a;pm'b

sbnnmeﬁm.uifrh:qtmliu of borings or 1
mamsdnmfm-quhw‘ 5

Suceessful characterizaron of CLing a tarric

Site,

Step 3 - Rigk Aseestmen:
lflhhzuddl_mm-i_nﬁm’upundaqmlﬁym

of the hazard. Thus, for existing landslides, |
engineering geologiss must be cognizant of the infloenc
of external fastors d:suinml.dmiu:agemdinsa
%Mn;uwd.!qm;_mdiquuﬁ



Letter - S5
Page 33

" Ewven'though some relatively sophisticaled analytical

methods have been

1o analyze slope sability,

these methods can be easily misused, doe 1o lack of data or
invalid assumptions, to yield high factors of safety or low
displacement computations. Consequendy, the geologist

most help to define the

parameters used in analyses

med by the geotechnical engineer, because the

geologist bester

the time and processes

comprehends =55
involved with hﬂhhpcsmhlhmdhnﬁsiiﬁr.mvw

to external factors, Kes

¥ paramelers that should be

dewrmined by the eogineering geologist include landslide
valucs. In addition, the engineering geologist can play a
vital role in the selection of proper shear strength valpes,

hummdmymm&muuﬁuhmﬂiglm‘w

plans (e.g.. response of aatoral ground water Jevels 1n
residential irrigation and sepuic ledchfields) should be
incleded in the geologic evaluation.

S1c 4 - Mitieni

Afer the likely long-term behavior of the landsfide or
mhmmmwmmmw
risks to proposed development have been asseosad,
formulation of mitigation measures can begin, Mitigarive
mmmwummmm from
mﬂymmmﬁcﬁsﬁqm
drainages, conmstruction of subsurface drainage
improvements, removal combined with or without
reconstruction of unstable material, and various forms of
retaining structures o buttress ‘unstable slopes. The
eﬂhﬁumd&mmﬁﬂumiﬂpﬁmnmm
highlyd:pmdmlmad@quummpluimiahbem
preceding sieps. If an accurate assessment of fumre-
mmmhumbmwfnm:d.mmﬂcpm d
method of correcting, avoiding or living with thar
assessment may be insufficient o prevent the sdverse
consequences of failure. If the mitigation measores do not -
adequaiely remedy adverse geologic conditions, then the
hmdﬁll:mmnll}'msnnindsmue. Thus, through
incomplete mitigation, the geologist and engineer can

phwﬂmmuldaid_hnhamndimimnrfmsbpn misiead their client, and the community; inw a False belief
bd:xrh.hnﬂiﬁm,immmﬁm:dmdupm :hamc:upm_cfapmi::dnrpmpm}rmmmm
INVESTIGATIVE STEPS INVESTIGATIVE TASKS FROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY |- -
(Primary/Secondary) 4

1. Recogriton * Review of available maps aad amalysis of asvial phowgrsy ! E-;imnﬁqﬂmhﬁu

* Field monmmaizsancs and geologic mapping l

= ldentification of gealogic harards 4
2. Charscaertztion * Dessiled goologic mapping snd profiling i Enginersing Geologist i

-I‘n-r-ﬁwufmﬁm' prologic crons sectiom

- B . ﬂ ﬁ.'|_l ﬂ';_'.l_

for subsarface explozation

* Grologic logging of exploratory excavmions

-Cnﬂmﬁmofmnnﬂuhm Ewmgﬁmhﬁmwl!w

-hﬁmﬂm:lluﬂh;m Gootec bmical Engioeer
3. Risk Aoz * Synthesis of affice, fedd and laboratory tem data Engincering Geologist/Geotechnical Engineer

- mmwh Engineezing Gealogist

P lysis of p ial harards G ical Engh fEngh ting Geologis

* Determination of risk axsocinrd with specific lnd-use Engineering GealegisnGeowrhmical Eagineer
4. Mitiguica + Decisions of tolerable risk and consideration of dicat needs, Engineesing Geologisy/Geotceimical Engine

loeal ondinances and codes
_r|_|. and (T— _.---uu & ves F |-_=u-r ,E-_- '-I"‘-"
* Disclosure of limitarions associzied with design options '

Table 1.  Summary of the Jahnsian investigative steps.
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m:mﬁmwwm

hemne-;f:inuy aware of their nawral harards
penerally M&MMMW
hﬂmqmv-imuwufmm Fﬂ.‘?
Engincering geologist working in urban hillside areas

Emnﬂnwh!wﬁmmﬂ' responsibility o
become familiar with joeal Tegulations governing
W@wmn:mmummmmm

itations,

Conclusions

chamacterized by complicaed geology and numermy-
hazards, In addition w ing the enginesri
geologist’s role in project construction, this map can e
medﬁrrerm:echnﬁgmhmmn:i:mvm' igations gr
redesign.
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November 18, 2002
Mr. James F. Bond
National Marine Fisheries Service
1655 Heindon Road T
Arcata, California 95521 3

Ma. Amedee Brickey
U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service .

1655 Heindon Road
Arcata, Galifornia 95521

Dear Mr. Bond and Ms. Brickey:

Review of the Simpeon Ros
Aquatic Habitat Conservation Candida

mCaﬁmmmemmﬂﬂFwiwm; a5 the apportunity to

review and provide comments conceming the subject Simpson-Resource Company
(Simpson) draft AHCP/GCAA and draft environmental impact staterbent (EIS). The

ent submits these comments In its capacity &s iniste¢ agency for fish and
wildlife resources in the State of California (California Fish'and Game Code §1802).
m-ua,smm,hmmllmmmmmmmmmmmn
usmmmemsemwmnshmmwhmmmmﬁammm
mmcpmwmmnwmmminmmumwmww
WMmampmmqmpmmm.w-rmhmmwmm
(CEQA) (California Public Resources Code, §21000 et seq.). While the EIS was

juinuybymuaﬁma]hhﬂmFmrimSemeﬂmU.S.FMand
Wildiife Service (the Services) under the National Erwironmental Policy Act (NEPA),
ﬂwDapaMMhasnatmiewedﬂ'ladraﬂEISfu‘lagaimmpﬁmwiMNEPAns
NEPA does not apply to non-Federal actions.

The Department notes that implementation of the AHCPICCAA will, at a minimum,
impact coho salmon and three Department species of special concem (Draft
AHCPICCAA, §1.1). The Califomia Fish and Game Commission has determined coho
salmon to be a species that warrants listing under the Califormnia Endangered Species
Act (CESA) (Fish and Game Code § 2050, et seq.). implementation of the
AHCPICCAA necessarily involves issuance of a Federal incidental take permit for coho
salmon (id.). The State special status and the anticipated Federal incidental take

Conserwing Califormia’s Wibdlife Sinee 1270 ,f%ﬁ,]%

- =
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Response to Comment S6-1

leads the Department to the conclusion that approval and implementation of the
AHCPICCAA has the potential ta reduce the number or restrict the range of these
species pursuant to CEQA (See CEQA Guidelines, §§15085, 15380). Such impacts are
potentially significant under CEQA and must be addressed at some point should
Simpson require sither a streambed alteration agreement (SAA) (Fish and Game Code
Saction 1600, et seq.), or an incidental take permit (ITP) or consistency detarmination
pursuant to CESA (Fish and Game Code §2080, et seq) (Sea CEQA Guidelines,
§15085, subdivision (a)).

See response to Comment S6-15.

harvesling activities on the project site. In this regard, while the Department offers its
present comments in the context of the Services' review under NEPA, we note that
additional information and analysis may be required by the Department prior to any
aclion regarding the proposed project. At that time, the Departmant, acting in its
capacity of trustee agenqrandaimarieadnqmcyormspmsiblaagemypumuﬂmto
CEQA, will evaluate impacts as required by law, exercising its independent judgment
and analysis.

mmmmhmamdmsmﬂﬁmmwmﬂwlmm
aquatic species idantified in the AHCP/CCAA. These comments are provided in this
6.1 mver!amrmdhﬂmendmed'mdwedf{ampmdmﬁonufhmmm
) consarvation program [Section 6.2] with the Department’s comprehensive comments
and suggested revisions highlighted and incorporated into the text). These comments
may be modified in future assessments, pursuant to potential application of CESA or
CEQA, as more information is presented, disclosed, andior reviewed. Absence of
comment on any particular topic does not imply agreement in every case. For
. example, regarding specific geologic assessments or protection measures, the
mpwnaﬂhaslinitadnswmmmmduﬂquuﬁtinm

In review of this AHGP/CCAA, the Depariment has come to appreciate the
magnitude of effort invested by Simpson and the Services to Incorporate a substantial
amourt of information into documents of a comprehensive nature. We understand the
biological baulineinfummmnreﬂmmwm:ofdeMdnmﬂsiaby
Simpson staff. We recognize these efforts and suggest our comments be reviewed in
the context of improving long-term effectiveness of the conservation measures in
providing improved, fully sustainable habitat canditions for the coho salmon, chinook
salmon, steslhead, coastal cutthroat trout, southern torrent salamander, and tailed

frog (Coversd Species).
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Response to Comment S6-2

The Services believe that Green Diamond has satisfied the ESA
Section 10(a)(2)(A)(i) requirement that a conservation plan specify
“the impact which will likely result from” any taking proposed to
be authorized by the Permit. See Master Response 9 regarding
guantification of take. Because NEPA does not require an
environmental document to estimate levels of take in terms of
number of species or habitat units, the EIS satisfies NEPA
requirements in this regard. _ .

Response to Comment S6-3

The Department correctly concludes that the Operating
Conservation Program includes the enforceable provisions of the
Plan. However, this does not mean that the goals and objectives
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1, discussed in Master Response 12) or
Green Diamond’s timber operations and other forest management
activities are irrelevant. To the contrary, the biological goals and
objectives guided the development of the Operating Conservation L
Program and would be used again to guide any measures [
subsequently deemed necessary. The Operating Conservation
Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2) provides an additional layer
of requirements that govern activities in the Plan Area independent
of other applicable laws and management policies (see
AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4 and EIS Sections 1.5 and 1.6), such as
the California ESA, Federal and State water quality laws and the
CFPRs. The entire Plan gives context to the Operating
Conservation Program, so it is not irrelevant by any means.

B2
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Page Three

Environmental scientists from the Department's Coastal Timberland Planning
office have been imvolved in significant pre- and posttimber harvesting mpg::ﬁm
efforts or Simpson Jands for several years. Thesa aﬁmmﬂfmlwm each of
the hydrologic plan areas (HPAs) and the riparian and road conditions present in
many HPA watersheds. Our comments with regard to thess landscape features are
informed to a significant degree by observations of channel and near-channel
conditions in hundreds of Class 1, 11, and Il watercourse reaches, nearby harvest
units, and completion of numerous appurtenant road evaluations covenng several
hundred road sediment delivery sites.

The proposed an will have far-reaching effects as it covers over 416,000 acres
inlrﬁ.mbnldtandodplﬂmmmﬁas. mplmamammqwmﬁameporhmuf
each species’ range and several saimonid evolufionarily significant units (ESUs). As
such, mamnmmumwﬂwmmmmmwmmp
important spawning and rearing habitat for the covered salmoqids and amphibians.
However, estimates of expected take levels for Covered Species in terms of number
of animals or habitat unils are not stated in the draft AHCP/CCAA or in the draﬂEtS
Llnuu-mh-tyhmamidpﬁﬂwdtdmhmmaquathmwmm“ng
status of several of the Covered Species increases the need for the Department to
seek protection and mitigation measures that will prevent further decline and be
compatible with recovery of the species, Particular attention was given to the plan's
potential impact on coho salmon, a Federal and candidate State-fsted threatened
spacias throughout the proposed plan area.

Section 3.8 of the Implemantation Agreement appesrs to state that only the
Operating Conservation Plan, specifically delineated in Swtim &? ofthe
AHCPICCCA, is required and therefore enforceable. The implications of this with
respect to other sections of the document are not clear. Does this mean, for exampls,
that Section 2 which descripes Simpson's fimber operations and fnr_est management
aclivities or Section 6.1 which describes biological goals and objectives will not be
ralevant once the AHCP/CCCA is approved?

The Department submits that the proposed pian requires modification in order to
satisfy the overall biclogical and regulatory requirements of eoho salmon and the other
Covered Species. The Department's recommended changes to the conservation
measures contained in Volume 1, Saction 6.2 will help to ensure that the AHCP/CCAA
will:
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Response to Comment S6-4

Cumulative effects have been discussed in Master Response 3.
The rate of harvest and the concept of a disturbance index have
been discussed in Master Response 11.

Response to Comment S6-5

Disturbance index has been discussed in Master Response 11.
Cumulative effects have been discussed in Master Response 3.

i6-4

iB-5

resulted in a stand-aged distribution of harvest
Emwurhm rather than evenly spaced across the plan landscape. Such
a distribution will continue to subject marty watersheds to highly concenirated oera
disturbance (even-aged harvesting, road construction, and burning) potentially
very short ime period (e.g., less than 10 years).

+558-225-2381 DFG REDDING 318 Fas

Mr. Bond and Ms. Brickey
November 19, 2002

Page Four

1. reduca the magnitude of existing significant adverse eumulative watershed

effects that persist in the pian area, _

2. minimize ammuaw the forestry related impacts associated with any authorized
incidental take of the Covered Species to the maximum extent practicable, (per
Federal Endangered Specles Act (ESA) incidental take pf.-mit issuance criteria),
minimize and fully mitigate the impacts of the take potentially authorized under a
future CESA permit, :

I miﬁgatahnhmbalmvsigrﬂﬁwﬂﬂw imﬁaumkatedmhar_wpaﬂmd

' forestry aclivities that would result in reducing the number or resinicting the range

tha Covered jes, (per CEQA), and ) .

5, gfgriﬁoa‘d!y msm time, those factors which may n the future limit fully

functioning habitat for the Covered Species.

w

B

the entl area mimirmoxwpﬁonnﬂmasrmmnud along
mh mmume Iaéaﬁmsmd in habitat retention areas) would be even-
aped harvested one tima. The past harvest history of major portions of the pian area

-aged stands concentrated within a

| ) -
| posed AHCP/CCAA does not contain a disturbance index model
mritoTrh;ﬂmpmmﬁaﬂy limit the amount of recently even-aged harvested stends and
miles per square mile of roads (particularty nonupgraded and rjwwo:nﬁmmmmedla
roads) in each HPA. The only constraint on temporal and spatial harv
conformance to stand adjacency specified in the Cglifornia Forest Practice Rules
(FPRs). Without a more specific methodology to assess and govern raie of harvest
and reduce road density, the AHCP/CCAA may not be able !o.amud perpetuation of
existing cumulative watershed impacts with the net result being a trend away from
recovery of the coverad salmonid species.

Additional concems with regard to the draft EIS and AHCP/CCAA include, but
are not imited to, the following:

NOW 19'82 15:39
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Response to Comment S6-6

See Master Response 18. See also the response to Comment R1-51
regarding hardwood dominated streams.

Response to Comment S6-7

The Services are not authorized to require the applicant to include
different measures than those proposed. The development of the
suite of measures is a matter of the Permit applicant’s discretion
(HCP Handbook at 3-19). The Services’ role in designing the
conservation program is to “be prepared to advise” during the
development of the AHCP/CCAA and to judge its consistency, as
a whole, with the ESA approval criteria once the application is
complete (HCP Handbook at 3-6 and 3-7). The ESA does not
require that any particular measure be adopted or imposed, but
only that its criteria for Permit issuance be met. Issuance criteria
are discussed in EIS section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and
Master Response 8. The Services believe that the Plan meets these

criteria. Plan enforceability has been discussed in Master Response
14.

i8-8

-7
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Page Five

Conifar Retention

i i Class | and

There appears to be an inadequate conifer retention suateqyfnr

larger Class |l riparian management Zones {RMZs) which are dominated by I'wdwou;da
For example, the AHCP/CCAA states if the inner Class | riparian managament zone is
pradm'nmrﬁywnpmedofna-dmﬂt mrtainsmm:lﬁmnﬂ'arstamspum
that are greater than 16 inches dbh) Sim,DEOﬂM“mmmﬁmﬂ‘ﬂlm‘lﬁ‘fm;:h‘
and no harvesting within ﬂ‘baRMZMHbeund&’lameuuldra;duasmm
density within the RMZ to less than 15 conifer stems parm._Nmtha’Chadeurma
draft EIS nor the AHCP/CCAA provides sufficient analysis stating why/how this level of
retantion Is adequate for large woody debris (LWD) recruitment.

ThnDapmmmasnutagmﬂﬁmnﬂusmmpqrmmmmindm&
dih is necessarily adequate for LWD recruitme Manﬂwnpanmmmnmn;l;m
inner or outer Class | RMZs, particularly those dominated hyhaﬂwoods.15
igw,aspmasm,mﬂaﬂmhammmmmm_msm per acre
greater than 16 inches dbh as long as the steep streamside slope (S58) provisions,
likely to recrult criteria, and overstary canopy minimums (which include hardwoods) are
met. In areas not subject to 555 provisions, where there are fawl recruitable conifers i
Wanhmmislm.llwhmmgmmmm

 ihe RMZs for at least the life of the AHCPICCAA. Mareover, if the adjacent siope is
srll.lt:-]ﬂntlu even-aged harvest, significant blowdown of both mn?ferandhalﬂwuodmtdd
oceur in these stocked RMZs, further delaying development of stands capable of
contributing whole tree conifer LWD.

Additionally, an adequate and more comprehensive conifer retention strategy i“.
recommendad fo? the larger, high energy, hardwood dominated Class |l watercourses in
the plan area.

Treat R el

Although a significant effort and well prioritized by watershed, the Dapartment
believes the reduction of road-related sediment delivary requires almmmmt to an
quﬁahlurﬁed sadiment reduction per year. FTha road upgrading and _—
damnmwimhgmmypmpnsadwuutddM|mvebyammm a8
minimum number of sites and miles of road upgraded and decommissioned per year.
There should also ba a commitment to reduce high and moderate priority sites to fully
treated or “non” sites, (i.e., sites that no longer deliver sediment to sireams of
infrequently deliver amourts small enough as not to be punsldu'e-d mmulat_wﬂ:.r
significant). Additionally, although Simpsen has stated intent to treat low pricrity sies

MOV 19782 15:498
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Response to Comment S6-8

Roads and sites will be prioritized for treatment based on future
sediment delivery, treatment immediacy, and treatment cost-
effectiveness. The only real subjective aspect of the prioritization
process is the treatment immediacy which is the probability that
delivery will occur and the amount that will deliver. However
there is an established process where different crews would
essentially come to the same conclusion of priority. There are both
training and supervisor oversight of the crews that help maintain
consistency. In addition, the assessment work is conducted in a
crew of two so differences in classifications can be identified and
corrected if necessary.

The Services agree that treating high and moderate risk sediment
delivery sites does not eliminate the risk of crossing failure;
however, it significantly reduces the probability that they will fail
or deliver sediment. Treatment of high and moderate risk sediment
delivery sites also includes hydrologically disconnecting the
adjacent road (although potentially only ranked as a low risk
sediment delivery site) associated with the crossing to minimize
potential chronic sediment inputs. The Services emphasize that the
treatment of high and moderate risk sediment delivery sites to
reduce them to low risk site status does not mean that part of the
site is untreated. Each of the high and moderate risk sites will be
completely treated. However, the reclassification of the site to a
low risk status is a way of acknowledging that treatment of a site
does not completely eliminate the risk of failure. The treated site
still represents a “site” - albeit a low risk one without treatment
requirements. All the sites along a section of road that are to be
decommissioned will be treated, including low risk sites. However
the low risk sites along the road do not count toward the estimate

8-7

i8-8

6-3

36-10
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i i i i i enforceable
during road decommissioning operations, it remains discretionary and not

undegma plan. This intent should be an enforceable commitment to treatl all low priority
sites that show signs of chronic delivery or have the potential to bacome moderate or
high sites If left untreated.

The artment interprets low priority sites as those that may still deliver
sadiment tuD':Stermm chronically or episodically. There can be considerable
subjectivity in assigning low, maderate, or high values to the sites, based mainly on
likelihood of the site to deliver, but also by the estimated amount versus cost per cubic
yard of sediment saved. The margin of error in making these subjective estimates can
be significant. A site that is chronically delivering fine sediment may be considered low
priority on the basis of sediment saving by cost estimata, but it may have a moderate to

hiwpumﬂalﬁrsignlﬁcar&i'npadmﬁm.

treating onl sumeafﬂma?ﬁghandmodemiesilqurthsﬁmw'ymnf
mma?wmﬁm%wmmwmmtommmtummm. Simpson's
sediment objective may be achieved. However, the treated sites mesﬂluah‘uer
cumulatively significant amounts of sediment. Treatment of low sites wil apparently be
optional and these could remain untreated throughout the life of the plan. Failure io
MMsummyaﬁdmﬂimimaimiﬁmanmadmﬂaﬁmmm
CmﬂSpociﬂandthaﬁhd:ﬁalsinwatershedslﬂmmhﬂJﬂwplmm.

Effectiyeness Monitonng

g for monitori an effectiveness and for the development of
mhﬂgﬁfadwﬁm n'1uarmq;l:«nlaﬂr|l9 y t should rely less on maintsnance of current
conditions in the managed plan area and more on desired outcomes that indicate
attainment or improvement toward desired habitat conditions, ‘Current conditions inthe
plan area are often indicative of substantially inmqﬂad habitat ‘characteristics and
populations due to the cumulative effect of both historie and recent activities.
Therefore, using maintenance of current conditions across the managed landscape as
the standard may preclude recovery of listed species and does not reduce the riskluf
future listing of cther Covered Species. In view of the threatened status of salmonid
Covered Species, a program based on frending t:m_ard desired habitat conditions
would be most appropriate and compatible with the intent of the Federal anqsm
program objectives defined in the AHCPICCAA and the firsl pélragrq:uh of this letter.

The draft EIS states the proposed plan would ‘_‘T_npmus ullamniwraj! w:eriﬂnn of
habitat for the Covered Species in the Action Area.” To suppart 1 s objective,
hypothesis testing and adaptive management thresholds should include statistical
analyses centerad on assessment of significant m-pr:_mnwm of parameters monilored
as compared 1o areas harvested prior to implementation of the proposed plan.

MOV 19'"682 15:4a0



of future sediment yield or toward Green Diamond’s monetary
commitment to provide $2.5 million per year on treating high and
moderate risk sediment delivery sites.

Response to Comment S6-9

The monitoring and adaptive management programs are not designed to
maintain current conditions. As discussed in Master Response 1, current
conditions in many Plan Area streams have been heavily impacted due
to past activities. However, data provided in the Plan lead the Services
to believe that implementation of the Operating Conservation Program
in the Plan Area will improve habitat conditions for the covered species.
The Services believe that the Plan meets the issuance criteria, see
Master Response 8, including the requirement to not reduce the
likelihood of the survival and recovery of the species in the wild.

Response to Comment S6-10

The Services believe the monitoring program in the Plan (AHCP/CCAA
Sections 6.2.5 and 6.2.7) will accomplish what the comment suggests.
Most of the monitoring projects proposed in the Plan have already been
initiated, and the remaining portions will begin concurrent with Plan
approval and issuance of the Permits.
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Response to Comment S6-11

The Services agree that active participation by the permitting
agency throughout the 50-year term of the Permits would help to
ensure the success of the Plan. The Services will utilize our
existing authorities under the ESA, sections 9, 10, and 11, as well
as the dispute resolution process described in the 1A (Paragraph

13.6) to address Plan implementation and Permits issues as they
arise.

Response to Comment S6-12

The AMRA, including how it is funded, its opening balance and
how it may change, and how it would be used under the Plan to
benefit the covered species and their habitats, is discussed in
AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.6.3 and 6.3.6.2, as well as in Master
Response 15. The Services have found that the AMRA is adequate
for the purposes provided in the Plan.

i6-11

ig-12
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There saveral instances where revisions to the "Operating Conservation
FIW"W.?':WMMMWWSMMHBlMMM
articuilated as a component. One instance where !kge_Saruinas' input would be essential
Lnfnmeplamudchmqesufﬂminiﬁddefamsdmmmms!apaumdlemm
maximum slope distances through analysis of data from the Steep Streamside Slope
{S5S) Delineation Study.”

Dapmmmmﬂmmmhmmdmsﬁsm
gmﬁmT::wdmaminﬁvHualHFMwmanmdﬁmsm@Hu.
W.MMMWWMMIIMhmmwme
mmmimﬁMmmﬁmdaﬁmﬂd&ﬁmbwadmgﬁlﬂng slide
characteristics. Huwew,ﬂ*wmﬁdpﬂedﬁmefrayauf:ppmpmntefydxursem
months for data collection, analysis, and the adoption of new initial default slope
mmmmmMWMdmaﬁ HPAs in order to meet complstion in
mwm.mb&imwmmﬂiwmeWMnf
data of peer review of methods and data interpratation. A basic conslderation that i
Mdhmmmmmﬁwismﬂmamphmmmimsam‘mH
is sufficient to determine necessary protection measures, Revision of thesa initial
defaults, without defined limits and without the Sarvbnaq’appmt,remﬂsmqhiuhlawl
of uncertainty that these measures will minimize and mitigate lake to the mepimum
entent practicable.

DWWMM;MMammmwnbﬂ
datémmmaﬁarnwwomaﬁonmmmmihbh. but active participation by
the Services in the decision making process is a key element to plan success,

! HBMappammmnepﬂwmﬁmmslﬁﬂaH,saﬂwwmm
mmdm'mmmnwﬂwm[mmummmm
mmﬁtn@hm&g&mﬂmb&mﬂaﬁaﬁwﬂyﬂﬁnmmﬂmpﬂm
This opening balance is less than 0.4% of the initial plan area of 416,531 acres. Since

'mmmufmmﬂmRMZandmsSSS{WMmdudﬁﬂ;enmm:tm
lity management zone and the slope stability mamgemert_ nt zone) zones _
M“mmmmwmmw it would appear that the opening
balance should refiect both RMZ and S5S acreage. ithasnultnamdmnshMM

this opening balance ensures adequate funding to be available for implementing
measures required to minimize and mitigate the impacts of au.!thunzad take.

15:41
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Response to Comment S6-13

The development of the suite of measures, including any dispute
resolution process, is a matter of the Permit applicant’s discretion
(HCP Handbook at 3-19). The Services’ role in designing the
conservation program for an HCP is to “be prepared to advise”
during the development of the plan and to judge its consistency
with the ESA approval criteria once the application is complete
(HCP Handbook at 3-6 and 3-7). The ESA does not require that
any particular measure be adopted or imposed, but only that its
criteria for Permit issuance be met. Issuance criteria are discussed
in EIS section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and Master
Response 8. The Services believe that the Plan meets these
criteria, and the commenter provides no information to suggest
otherwise.

Response to Comment S6-14

Numerous changes to Plan and EIS glossary definitions have been
made pursuant to suggestions made by the commenter and others.
See responses to Comments S1-103 through S1-169.

36-13
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As Section 6.2 of the AHCP/CCAA contains all of the consarvation measuras
considered the enforceable part of the plm,ﬂﬁﬂapaﬂmhﬂ_ﬁhmse:ﬂr_rmstdnur
detailed comments on thal section. These comments are highlighted within the
original text of a reproduced version of Seclions 6.1 and 6.2. Please refer to
Attachment 1 for the specific comments on Volume 1, Section & (Conservation

Program).

The Department submits the following specific comments In addition 1o the
ahove-referenced enclosed Attachment 1.

dispute resolution process is outlined in Section 6.2 of the AHCP/CCAA (with
link Isllha Implementation Agreement) which appears to be neither compelling nor
likely to be effective in resalving substantive ismasl. An effective mm -
mmmm:ﬁmvaqmsmmwwl within
an efficient ime frame. A more comprehensive disputefissue resolution process is
essential for such a complex and long-term agreement.

draft EIS (Glossary) and AHCP/CCAA {Dqﬁrliﬁn_ﬂ'\s}. contain definitions
of wﬁﬂw“ﬁm used mr{uum:yma documents comprising this draft plan agreement.
Unfortunately, many of the terms found throughou t these dnmm‘»enismdeﬁmdm‘
differently in the Glossary and Definitions locations. Thare are also several eTms
that should be defined, but are not. Over time, this will likely lead to confusion,
disagreement, and a less effective plan for all parties.

Examples of the terms omitied from but necessary for inclusion in the Glossary
and Definitions include:
Primary Road, Secondary Road, Potential Recruitment,
Stand, Stocked, and Managed Polential Tree Height.

Examples of the terms with different definitions in the Glossery and Definitions
sections include:

Class |, Class |l, and Class 1l watercourses,
Embeddedness, Equipment Exclusion Zona, lm;:lmtai
Take Permit, Inner Gorge, Large Woody Debris, Listed
Species, Precommercial Thinning, Sediment, Seep,
Silvieulture, Single Tree Selection, Take, Unforeseen
Circumstances, Unlisted Specles, Watercourse, and
Yarding.
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is also defined but appears to be used

The term, Species of Special Concem
incansistently within the document(s) and within other definitions.

mmmmmﬂmuwpmpmaﬂAHGP!CGM{mpanmwnpm
Canservation Program), If appropriately modified, as a process by which impacts to the
cummdspedaacmbewﬁdmw mitigated and their habitats may frend towards
recovery. mmmmmmmwmwmrmlldamnnammnof
uncontroflable and controllable factors. The uncontrollable factors include stochastic
occurrences such as major storm events, large earthquakes, wildfire, and oscillations
in weather pattems and ocean conditions. The controllable factors include the type,
magnitude, locations, rate, and timing of timber operations {which are only partially .
ﬂmmMMcMymdmimmmmmbamMmdw
the Operating Conservation Program. All controllable factors (conservation measures)
h&awmﬁ.znmmbeuﬁwmwmmmdSpadusmmairmh&alus
pmuﬁcﬂbiewmmarmmnfmpmwhﬂspmﬂdimammi:mhﬂwm
nmﬁmﬂuxﬂilﬂyfwﬂnmm.

Induﬂngmbmmaﬂappmc]mmwpnmmybpm}dpminma
Services' NEPA review of the AHCP/CCAA and encourages full consideration of these
mmmmmwmnhﬁmdmmaddﬂngﬁ We believe such an effort
Mﬂhﬂﬂwﬁinmummmnw;mmm
obligations. We look forward 1o working with the Services and Simpson, should
SinpamsaakmvwageundarCEBAwsmnthNﬁdaa. §2080, et seq; of the Fish
and Game Code. mnapamnarﬂvdllwrﬂmmprwdepm-wmmﬂm
input on individual timber harvesting plans as a member of the interdisclplinary review -
team under the FPRs and through the SAA process.

Please direct questions or comments to Mr. Mark Stopher, Habitat Conservation

Program Manager, telephone (530) 225-2275, or Mr. Kenneth Moore, Senior
Environmental Scientist, Coastal Timberiand Planning office, qt {707) 441-5670.

| =

cc,  See page ten





